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Uosaed Dlelc), 

71rst tblng I 413 on getting tiome tonight, wUen Lll told me of your 
11/22, was write Paul. I am probably (innocently) tiip one, for you know how I lot 
people go through my fllea. However, I am also pretty aura 1 aald there was euch 
a file In which aomo of tne letters (youra ere not the only ones) are confidential. 

It la hard fbr ine to believe, after the fuss I male about Llfton, that he forgot; 
yet It la hard for me to believe he did this on purpose. I am beginning to have s 
certain kind of fear about Paul, but not about his basic Integrity, I am very 
aorry, I did not Intend It. 1 certainly Intend nothing to get to Llfton. 

There la no time for detailed repponsea to mapy of toe otuer talngs, 
which do not require response. No, It la not true tuet tne clothes do not nave sxhb 
exulblt numbers. See latter agreement, 

I^on't go to tne trouble of making me a copy of the Atlantic article. I'm 
expecting one. But thanka. ■ 

A' 

I am, of course. Interested In tne Brooks book. If end when you see, 

I have already written Dick I think It unwise to take the Initiative 
vs Paul end Alvarez for a number of reasons, but good to make the etudj and have 
others go over It. I win spend no more time of that drek until there Is a 
prospect of publication. 1 tnink he must be more deeply disturbed by the reaction 
than he has shown, and embarrassed. And I think It necessary to give him nothing 
along the line of the medical evidence or anything we do not want others to have. 

This is the second Alvarez affair. There it no point In preparing tuelr defense. 

On other things. I’ll still be in touch with him and sending nlm things. 

Thanks for Dick Itrs of ll/5,6, which I'll read when I can 

Y%ur ll/l2 to Dick! pleaasglve me also the detail on wuat fH. said, 

I'makinialag your ll/l2 to PH. I like that line about little men and 
little shovels very much. It la very good. ’ 

I've decided to aklm Dick' a before bedding. By the way, I've not read 
Paul's supplement yet, ...And I'm enjoying It that others unburden themselves as I 
do, even though I've erne to believe It 1' wrong with Paul. . .Tolling argument on 
soft brain tissue not being able to cause fra©nento to fragment Into dust... We 
agree on Ak xA taking the panel's observations as dependable, aaparatlng than from 
^U 3 lp semantics, as you loiow ^rom FMIII . Oood point.... Excellent on demanding proof 
from him of nls poatklatea ratnrr than questioning questions, I've been doing and 
re-emphe sizing tuls-wlthlut response,. ..Md why does he not report dust In hla melons? 

...Your poJnt(6) about the availability of non-speclel buUste:! told him to get 
a catalogue, like remlngton-Petera, or to ask you about tnem, and tne Nossler. ll/5, 
really good, ll/6; Also good, ® note hero ref to panels docs Itrs and assume It 
did not originate with RB.,.,You do not know him as I do, but please believe me, all 
of this la utterly unlike Paul, from the first I can make sense out of It only In 
ways he denies. I IU5« find myself wondering, knowing him snd hla very conservative 
approach to such things. If ne la provoking everyone to get real ammo to use on A. 
Reaching for straws? But inconsistent aa anything 1 know of It la. ..I have begun to 
fear for hla health, and I'm not alone, which Is one reason I've moderated my own 
crltlclslma. The possible explanations ore few and not provable....! do welcome the 
support of my off-the-cuff, non-expert opinions In such hnste, viz ,30-06 In Itself 
la total dlsqusllflcetlonji. When I con read his sup, I exrect my coment to be Brief. 
I hope you keep, pouring It on, for ballistics is the crux, not medial evidence In 
whatever Interpretatloij, And I've needled him about not consulting you first, as I 
suggested, ^st to both. 


